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Background Information:

The Regulations Establishing Standards for Accrediting Public Schoolsin Virginia (SOA), 8 VAC 20-
131-340.A., require any school rated as “ accredited with warning” to undergo an academic review. Itisthe
responsibility of the Department of Education to develop and administer the academic review processin
accordance with guidelines adopted by the Board. The school-level academic review process for 2004-2005,
approved by the Board, isincluded as Attachment A.

In 2004-2005, 255 schools were accredited with warning. Two divisions (Fairfax County and Waynesboro
City) requested and received permission to conduct their own reviews for eight warned schools. A totd of 33
warned schoolsin four divisions (Lee County, Sussex County, Petersburg City, and Richmond City) were
provided technical assistance as a part of the divison-level review process. Four schools accredited with
warning employed turnaround speciaists and were not subject to traditiona reviews. One regiona school



accredited with warning was changed from a school to aprogram. Fries Middle School in Grayson County
was temporarily closed due to construction and areview could not be completed, leaving atota of 208 warned
schools that received technica assistance through the school-level academic review process.

In 2004-2005 technical assistance provided by the school-level academic review process to warned schools
was determined by a“tiered” approach asindicated in Attachment B. Tier | schools were provided more
state-directed technical assstance than Tier |1 or Tier 111 schools. 1n 2004-2005, there were 63 Tier | reviews,
54 Tier 1l reviews, and 91 Tier |11 reviews.

Summary of Major Elements:

The Office of School Improvement (OSl) has andyzed data using information from the fina reports and school
daff evauations. Datawere used to identify specific indicators most often cited as needing improvement and
essentid actions most commonly cited by the academic review teams.

An andyss of datafrom academic reviews conducted during the past school year reveded the following areas
of grength:

1. making curriculum resources and supplementary materias available for use by teechers,

2. providing opportunities for sudents to take tests that are smilar in content and format to state
assessments,

3. mantaining a safe and orderly environment for learning;

4. asessing student progress on aregular basis, and

5. dlocating resources to extend learning time beyond the regular school day.

An andyss of datafrom academic reviews conducted during the past school year reveded the following areas
for improvement:

Curriculum dignment and indructiond delivery

1. differentiating ingtruction to meet the identified needs of individuad students and groups of students;

2. providing sudents with learning experiences that engage them in active learning; and

3. using student performance data to develop daily lesson plans that reflect congderation of the learning
strengths and needs of students.

Professiona development opportunities provided to staff

1. designing an ongoing, school-based program of professiona development that is based on the andyses
of data and is digned with the school’ s goals for improving student achievement;

2. monitoring the degree to which new practices are implemented and prescribed; and

3. providing opportunities for teachers to experiment, practice, and obtain feedback as they integrate
newly learned skills into their repertoire of ingtructiona practices.

Use of ingructiond time and school scheduling practices

1. organizing indruction and structuring lessons to maximize student time-on-task;
2. maintaining a high level of student engagement throughout the lesson; and

3. regularly monitoring the use of indructiond time in dassrooms.




Use of datato make ingructiona and planning decisons

1. using reaults of data andysesto design, monitor, and evauate instructiond programs, support services,
and professona development activities;

2. andyzing data over timeto look for trends in student performance and to identify strengths and
limitations of ingtructiond programs and services, and

3. traning gaff in collecting and andlyzing data to identify relevant goa's and objectives for school
improvement planning and to monitor the plan’s implementation and eva uate improvements over time.

School improvement is an ongoing process and the school-level academic review provides a synopss of the
school’ s strengths and weaknesses at one point intime. The follow-up technical assistance vists are criticd to
the schoal’ s continued improvement.

The SOA, 8 VAC 20-131-310, requires that schools accredited with warning submit a three-year school
improvement plan; however, an on-site review has been completed in each school year for those schools that
have been warned in consecutive years.

Schools accredited with warning in 2005- 2006 that received an academic review in 2004- 2005 will begin the
2005-2006 school-leve academic review process with technical assistance through follow-up vists as indicated
in Attachment A. Follow-up vistswill monitor the implementation of the school improvement plan and monitor
the essentid actions provided by the academic review team.

Superintendent's Recommendation:

N/A

I mpact on Resour ces:

None

Timetablefor Further Review/Action:

None
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Description of Warned Schools

In academic years ending in 2000 through 2003, the Regulations Establishing Standards for
Accrediting Public Schoolsin Virginia (SOA), 8 VAC 20-131- 30, assigned the ratings of
fully accredited, provisonally accredited/meets state standards, provisionaly accredited/needs
improvement, accredited with warning, or conditionally accredited. In the academic year ending
in 2004, the ratings assigned to schools changed, including only the ratings of fully accredited,
accredited with warning, or conditionaly accredited.

The percentage of schools designated as fully accredited, as indicated in Figure 1, has changed
from 7% of schoolsin 2000, 23% of schoolsin 2001, 40% of schoolsin 2002, 65% of schools
in 2003, and 86% of schoolsin 2004. In academic years ending in 2000 through 2003, in
addition to ratings of fully accredited or accredited with warning, schools could receive ratings
of provisonadly accredited/meets state standards and provisionaly accredited/needs
improvement depending on the schools' pass rates on Standards of Learning (SOL)
assessments. However, in 2004, the SOA provided only the ratings of accredited with warning
or fully accredited, moving the percentage of schools designated as accredited with warning
from 3% in 2003 to 14% in 2004. (New schools are rated as conditionally accredited.)

Figure 1: Numbers of schools fully accredited from 2000 through 2004
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In 2004-2005, 255 schools were accredited with warning. Two school divisons (Fairfax
County and Wayneshoro City) requested and received permission to conduct their own
academic reviews for eight warned schools. A tota of 33 warned schools in four school
divisons (Lee County, Sussex County, Petersburg City, and Richmond City) were provided
technicd assstance as a part of the divison-level review process. Four schools accredited with
warning employed turnaround specidists and were not subject to traditiona school-leve
academic reviews. One regiona school accredited with warning was changed from a school to
aprogram. Fries Middle Schoal in Grayson County was temporarily closed due to construction
and areview could not be completed, leaving atota of 208 warned schools that received
technica assstance from the Office of School Improvement (OSl) through the school-leve
academic review process.

Of the 208 schoals receiving reviews, 12 have been warned for at least four of the last five
years. The locations and types of these schools are shownin Table 1. The OSl isasssting five
of these schoolsin seeking dternative accreditation as provided by the SOA, 8 VAC 20-



131.280.D.
Table 1: Number and types of schoolswarned in at least four of the five past years

School Division Total

Number of Warned Schools Type

Schools Elementary Middle High Alternative

Accomack Co. 9 1
Brunswick Co. 6 1
Chesterfield Co. 58 1
Grayson Co. 10 1
Greensville Co. 5 1
Henrico Co. 62 2
Chesapeake City 14 1
Danville City 15 1
Portsmouth City 21 1 1
Roanoke City 31 1

School-L evel Academic Review Process

During the on-Site school-1evel academic review, the teams conducted interviews, andyzed sdlf-
studies, reviewed documents and observed classrooms to obtain data rd ated to one or more of
the following focus aress

school improvement plan development and implementation;

curriculum dignment and indructiond ddivery;

use of datato make ingtructiona and planning decisons,

use of indructiond time and school scheduling practices,

professond development opportunities provided to Steff;

implementation of ingtructional mode g/programs (for schools warned in English and/or

mathemetics);

7. sysemsand processes for implementing and monitoring the effectiveness of initiatives;
and

8. schoal culture characterigtics that support student achievement.

o gk wnNE

School-level academic review teams wrote areport of findings detailing areas of strength, areas
for improvement, and essentid actions each school must take as part of their school
improvement plan. Thelength of time between theinitia vist, in most cases January, and the
find vigt, in most cases late April or May, was gpproximately four months. As a part of the
follow-up vigts, schools were provided technica assstance to develop their school
improvement plans, which were submitted to the department as required by the SOA, 8 VAC
20-131-310.




Analysis of Data from 2004-2005 School-L evel Academic Reviews

Areas of Strengths Cited by the Review Team

In the 208 academic reviews completed, the five indicators cited most frequently as areas of
strengths by the academic review team are shown in Figure 2. Numbersin parentheses
designate the number of times the indicator was cited as an area of strength asfollows:

1.

2.

g b w

making curriculum resources and supplementary materids available for use by teachers
(113);

providing opportunities for students to take tests that are smilar in content and format to
state assessments (92);

maintaining a safe and orderly environment for learning (84);

assessing student progress on aregular basis (78); and

allocating resources to extend learning time beyond the regular school day (75).

Figure 2: Five indicators cited most frequently as areas of strength by school-level academic review teamin
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Areas for Improvement Cited by the Review Teams

Review teams cited areas relaed to curriculum dignment and ingructiond ddlivery as needing
improvement as shown in Figure 3. Numbers in parentheses designate the number of times the
three highest indicators were cited as follows:

1.

2.

differentiating ingtruction to meet the identified needs of individuad students and groups
of students (85);

providing students with learning experiences that engage them in active learning (59);
and

using student performance data to develop daily lesson plans that reflect consideration
of the learning strengths and needs of students (46).



Figure 3: Areas cited for improvement related to curriculum alignment and instructional delivery
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Review teams cited areas related to professiond development opportunities for staff as needing
improvement as shown in Figure 4. Numbers in parentheses designate the number of times the
three highest indicators were cited as follows:

1. designing an on-going, school-based program of professiona development that is based
on the analyses of dataand is aligned with the school’ s gods for improving student
achievement (92);

2. monitoring the degree to which new practices are implemented and prescribed (56);
and

3. providing opportunities for teachers to experiment, practice, and obtain feedback as
they integrate newly learned kills into their repertoire of ingtructiond practices (40).

Figure 4: Areas cited for improvement related to professional development
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Review teams cited areas rdated to the use of ingtructiona time and school scheduling practices
as needing improvement as shown in Figure 5. Numbersin parentheses designate the number
of times the three highest indicators were cited as follows.

1. organizing indruction and structuring lessons to maximize student time on task (53);
2. mantaining ahigh leve of sudent engagement throughout the lesson (47); and
3. regularly monitoring the use of indructiond time in classrooms (44).



Figure 5: Areas cited for improvement related to the use of time and scheduling
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Review teams cited areas related to the use of data to make ingtructionad and planning decisions
as needing improvement as shown in Figure 6. Numbersin parentheses designate the number
of timesthe three highest indicators were cited as follows.

1. using results of data analyses to design, monitor, and evaluate indructiona programs,
support services, and professond development activities (53);

2. andyzing data over timeto look for trends in sudent performance and to identify
srengths and limitations of ingtructiond programs and services (45); and

3. traning gaff in collecting and andyzing datato identify rdlevant god's and objectives for
school improvement planning and to monitor the plan’s implementation and evauate
improvements over time (31).

Figure 6: Areas cited for improvement related to the use of datafor making decisions
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Essentid Actions Indicated by the Review Teams

Review team members provided school improvement teams with essentid actions that should be
included in the school improvement plan and monitored over the next three years as required by
the SOA, 8 VAC 20-131-310. These actionsincluded, but were not limited to:

1. requiring teechersto employ avariety of ingructiona Strategies,



2. having the ingructiona leadership continuoudy monitor classroom ingtruction and
provide teachers on-going feedback;

3. incorporating a variety of research-based, effective teaching methods into classroom
ingruction;

4. isolating sudent performance data that would be used to identify effective improvement
plan srategy executing and timelines for doing so;

5. collecting and andlyzing data rdated to the implementation of the ingtructiona
method/modd to determineif the modd components are being implemented as intended
and to determineif the modd is yieding anticipated outcomes, and

6. andyzing actud indructiona time used during the school day to determine where
additiond time might be redllocated from time taken for non-instructiond issues.

Summary

School improvement is an ongoing process and the school-level academic review provides a
synopsis of the schoal’ s strengths and weaknesses at one point in time.  The follow-up technical
assistance vidgts are critica to the school’ s continued improvement.

The SOA, 8 VAC 20-131-310, requires that schools accredited with warning submit a three-
year school improvement plan; however, an on-Site review has been completed in each school
year for those schools that have been warned in consecutive years.

Schools accredited with warning in 2005- 2006 that received an academic review in 2004-2005
will begin the 2005-2006 school-level academic review process with technical assstance
through follow-up vidts asindicated in Attachment A. Follow-up vigts will monitor the
implementation of the school improvement plan and monitor the essentia actions provided by
the academic review team.



OVERVIEW OF THE SCHOOL-LEVEL

ACADEMIC REVIEW PROCESS

Attachment A

The School-Level Academic Review process consists of four types of visits
conducted by a team of educators over the course of a school year. These visits are
briefly described in the table below:

Type of Visit Purpose FITElElTEte Persons
yp P Timeframe Responsible
Initial Visit Determine current status of
improvement efforts 1 day, fall Lead Reviewers
“Prescribe” on-site review
On-site Review Assess instructional and
organizational practices, through
document review, observations
and interviews q | g
. 3-5 days, late Academic Review
Identify areas of strength and fall—?//vinter Team

areas for improvement

Establish “essential actions” and
timelines for continued
improvement

Follow-Up Visits

Technical Assistance

o Facilitate incorporation of
“essential actions” into school
improvement plan

o Facilitate and support
implementation of “essential
actions”

2-8 days total,
winter--spring

Coordinated by
Lead Reviewer(s);

(Technical
assistance providers
may vary)

Progress Check

o Determine progress of school
in implementing “essential
actions”

Periodic, 1-day,
about every 4-6
wks

Lead Reviewer(s)

Final Visit

Identify significant changes in
practice and recognize
accomplishments

Assess status of school
improvement planning efforts

Suggest “next steps” for
continued improvement

1 day, spring

Lead Reviewer(s)

Following the On-Site Review and Final Visits, school and division personnel
are asked to complete evaluations of the academic review process. These data are
compiled by the office of accreditation and used to monitor and refine the review
process to ensure that the needs of schools are being met.




Table 1: Description of School-Level Academic Review Tiers Beginning with the 2004-2005 School Year

Attachment B

Tier Characteristics of Schools Warned in the Academic Review Academic Review Team Three year School Instructional Model
Current Year Team Members Members provided by Improvement Plans Program in English and/or
(beginning 2004-2005)* provided by DOE Division (certified in the and annual status Mathematics
process) report
Tier & Any school warned in the same content area in | Follows current None Follows requirements Follows requirements of 8
State either of the past two years process: of VAC 20-131-310 B.C.D.E.
Directed OR . Team Leader 8 VAC 20-131-310 F.
Any school warned in 3 or more contentareas | «  Content —area
Eﬁg;ﬁ;t OR specialist(s)
Title | school warned in English and/or (DOE or vendor)
mathematics that DID NOT meet requirements | =  Special education
in the content area(s) to make AMO h all team member
students subgroup under NCLB (T/TAC)
= Team members
Tier It Title I school warned in English and/or = Team Leader = Team members Division Division superintendent
Local mathematics that DID meet requirements in . Content superintendent certifies | may request a waiver
) the content area(s) to make AMO under NCLB - that SIP meets under 8 VAC 20-131-330
Assistance Specialist(s) ;
OR «  (DOEor requirements of 8 VAC
independent 20-131-310G.
Non-Title I school warned in English and/or tractor) AND
mathematics that DID NOT meet requirements eon ] ) Division staff monitors
in the content area(s) to make AMO in all *  Special education plan development,
students subgroup OR ti}e}rrzcr:nember implementation, and
Any school warned in science and/or history ( ) results.
social sciences with a pass rate more than 14
points lower than that required for full
accreditation
Tier lll: ' . . - - Division superintendent
Non-Title | school warned in English and/or = Team Leader = Content specialist(s) Division .
) . . : . may request a waiver
Locally mathematics that DID meet reqw_rements in «  Team members superintendent certifies under 8 VAC 20-131-330
Directed the content area(s) to make AMO in all that SIP meets

students subgroup OR

Any school warned in science and/or history
social sciences with pass rate within 14 points
of that required for full accreditation

requirements of 8 VAC
20-131-310G.

AND

Division staff monitors
plan development,
implementation, and
results.




